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In  accordance  with  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy  Act,  Section  75-1-101,  et. 
seq.,  MCA,  and  the  Water  Quality  Act,  Section  75-5-101,  et.  seq.,  MCA,  and  ARM 
16.20.901,  et.  seq.,  and  16.20.601,  et.  seq.,  the  following  EIS  was  prepared 
by  the  DHES , Environmental  Sciences  Division,  concerning  a request  for  the 
renewal  of  Montana  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (MPDES)  Permit 
Number  MT-0000035  for  the  Champion  International  Frenchtown  Mill  near 
Frenchtown,  Montana. 
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TO  : 
FROM  : 
SUBJECT: 


Interested  Citizens  /) 

Water  Quality  Bureay^/pepartment  of  Health  & Environmental  Sciences 

Champion  International  (Stone  Container  Corporation)  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Statement 


We  are  pleased  to  transmit  to  you  a copy  of  the  Final  Environmental 
Impact  Statement  (EIS)  for  the  Champion  International  Frenchtown  Mill 
discharge  permit.  While  the  environmental  review  process  has  taken  longer 
than  originally  anticipated,  it  has  resulted  in  a clearer  understanding 
of  a complex  issue,  Montana's  nondegradation  policy. 

Under  the  nondegradation  law,  the  situation  at  the  Champion  facility  is 
unique.  While  there  has  been  no  expansion  or  increase  in  production  at 
the  plant,  it  has  experienced  a gradual  loss  of  efficiency  in  the  rapid 
infiltration  basins  even  though  operational  changes  by  the  company  have 
done  much  to  improve  the  overall  efficiency  of  its  wastewater  treatment 
program. 

As  a result  the  facility  now  needs  some  extra  "room"  in  its  discharge 
permit.  With  the  help  of  the  extensive  public  comment,  we  clarified 
two  issues:  1)  that  the  department's  decision  on  the  Champion  permit  would 
inevitably  involve  the  department  in  balancing  potential  pollution  control 
costs  to  Champion  against  the  benefit  of  preventing  any  change  in  Clark 
Fork  water  quality,  and  2)  that  the  Water  Quality  Act's  nondegradation 
section  assigns  such  cost-benefit  balancing  not  to  the  department  but  to 
the  State  Board  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences. 

In  accordance  with  this  interpretation,  the  final  EIS  recommends  issuing 
a waste  discharge  permit  that  reflects  final  effluent  limits  similar  to  those 
in  effect  in  1982,  the  year  the  nondegradation  rules  were  adopted  by  the 
Board  and  a public  hearing  on  this  nondegradation  based  permit  will  be 
held  on  August  28,  1986  at  7:00  p.m.  in  Missoula  City  Council  Chambers. 

Although  the  department  is  proposing  a permit  with  pre-1983  limits,  the 
nondegradation  law  and  rule  include  provisions  whereby  the  company  may 
appeal  the  department-imposed  permit  limits  to  the  State  Board  of  Health 
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which  may  modify  the  limit  if  a change  in  water  quality  is  socially  and 
economically  justified  and  will  not  preclude  present  or  future  anticipated 
beneficial  use.  In  other  words  the  board  rather  than  the  department 
is  the  only  entity  that  can  authorize  degradation  of  Montana  waters. 

Such  an  appeal  by  Champion  is  anticipated  and  discussions  have  been 
initiated  which  are  intended  to  allow  the  company  to  seek  revised  permit 
conditions  that  would  have  a broad  base  of  support  before  the  Board. 

Your  patience  in  resolving  this  matter  is  very  much  appreciated.  Montana 
is  one  of  the  first  states  to  seriously  grapple  with  the  complex  issue  of 
nondegradation  and  it  has  required  a significant  commitment  of  agency 
resources  as  well  as  considerable  input  from  others.  The  final  product  is 
proof  that  the  system,  while  sometimes  frustrati ngly  slow  to  deal  with  complex 
matters,  can  produce  worthwhile’ results. 
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INTRODUCTION 


In  the  draft  environmental  impact  statement  (DEIS)  it  was  noted  that 
Stone  Container  Corporation  of  Chicago,  Illinois,  proposed  purchasing  the 
Frenchtown  Mill  from  Champion  International.  The  sale  was  approved  by  Stone 
Container's  stockholders  and  the  mill  changed  ownership  on  February  27,  1986. 
Even  though  the  mill  is  now  referred  to  as  the  Stone  Container  Corporation's 
Missoula  Mill,  for  a sense  of  continuity  and  public  recognition,  the  mill  is 
still  referred  to  as  "Champion  International"  or  "Champion"  in  this  final 
environmental  impact  statement  (FEIS).  Until  the  Montana  Environmental  Policy 
Act  (MEPA)  process  is  completed,  the  Department  of  Health  and  Environmental 
Sciences  (DHES)  will  continue  to  refer  to  the  mill  by  its  former  name. 

The  FEIS  incorporates  by  reference  all  the  material  in  the  DEIS  (issued 
12/26/85),  the  material  in  the  DHES  Data  Report  Volumes  I and  II  and  the  DEIS 
Addendum  (issued  3/17/86).  The  FEIS  is  not  intended  to  stand  on  its  own  but 
rather  should  be  reviewed  in  coniunction  with  the  material  incorporated  by 
reference . 


The  DEIS  and  Addendum  were  mailed  to  402  persons  and  organizations. 

Copies  of  the  draft,  data  report  and  Addendum  also  were  sent  to  public 
libraries  along  the  Clark  Fork  River  from  Missoula  to  Sandpoint,  Idaho,  and  to 
libraries  outside  the  Clark  Fork  Basin  in  Coeur  D'Alene,  Idaho,  and  Spokane, 
Washington . 

Chronology 

Champion  International's  Frenchtown  Mill,  15  miles  west  of  Missoula  near 
Frenchtown  on  the  Clark  Fork  River  (Map  No.  1),  began  operation  in  1957.  No 
wastewater  treatment  was  provided  during  the  first  year  of  operation.  A fish 
kill  occurred  that  summer,  and  treatment  ponds  were  constructed  soon  after. 
Some  of  the  wastewater  seeped  from  the  ponds  into  the  river,  and  the  rest  was 
stored  and  discharged  directly  into  the  river  during  high  spring  flows. 

The  DHES  has  had  stream  water  quality  standards  since  1958,  and  a 
wastewater  discharge  permit  program  since  1968. 

The  mill  was  issued  a discharge  permit  in  1968.  Prior  to  that,  the  DHES 
and  Champion  negotiated  on  when  to  discharge  wastewater . 

Permits  that  were  issued  to  Champion  between  1968  and  1984  allowed  direct 
discharges  to  the  Clark  Fork  only  in  the  spring.  The  amount  was  initially 
based  on  the  toxicity  of  the  effluent  as  determined  by  static  bioassays,  with 
a safety  factor  then  applied.  After  aeration  was  installed  in  1974,  toxicity 
was  greatly  reduced  and  meeting  the  instream  standard  for  color  became  the 
primary  limitation  to  discharging. 

In  1983,  Champion  applied  for  a permit  which  would  allow  it  to  directly 
discharge  a portion  of  the  wastewater  into  the  river  throughout  the  year, 
instead  of  only  during  high  flows  in  the  spring.  This  resulted  in  public 
concern,  mostly  over  the  lack  of  scientific  information  available  to  support 
discharging  on  a year-round  basis.  In  a response  to  the  concerns,  the  DHt.S 
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began  a number  of  scientific  studies  to  determine  the  effects  of  discharging 
throughout  the  year  during  the  term  of  a two-year  permit,  which  was  issued  in 
April  1984. 

The  DHES  received  a letter  from  Champion  International  on  September  16, 

1985,  requesting  the  renewal  of  the  permit. 

The  DHES  analyzed  the  information  collected  during  the  two-year  study 
period  and  issued  a DEIS  December  26,  1985.  The  draft  recommended  renewing 
the  permit  for  a five-year  period.  A public  hearing  was  held  January  28, 

1986,  in  Missoula  to  allow  interested  persons  and  groups  to  comment  on  the 
DEIS. 

Based  on  comments  received  at  the  public  hearing  and  during  the  public 
review  period,  the  DHES  made  a decision  to  write  an  Addendum  to  the  DEIS.  The 
Addendum  enabled  the  department  to  enlarge  upon  some  aspects  in  the  draft  and 
provide  clarification  on  issues  raised  during  the  review  process.  The 
Addendum  was  released  for  public  comment  on  March  17,  1986,  and  another  public 
meeting  was  held  in  Missoula  on  April  71,  1986,  to  discuss  that  document. 

The  present  permit  expired  midnight,  March  31,  1986.  Due  to  the  decision 
to  prepare  an  Addendum  to  the  DEIS,  the  DHES  administratively  extended  the 
renewal  date  of  the  permit.  All  conditions  and  limits  of  the  existing  permit 
apply  throughout  the  administrative  extension. 

A final  DHES  decision  on  the  proposed  action  will  not  be  made  until  15 
days  have  expired  from  the  date  of  transmittal  of  this  FEIS  to  the  Governor, 
Environmental  Quality  Council,  other  agencies,  organizations  and  individuals. 
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RECOMMENDATION 


The  DHES  recommends  the  issuance  of  a nondegradation-based  waste 
discharge  permit  that  contains  final  effluent  limits  similar  to  those  in 
effect  in  1982,  the  year  the  non-degradation  rule  became  effective.  The 
permit  would  require  submittal  of  a compliance  schedule  wnich  would  ensure 
that  final  effluent  limits  are  met  by  1991.  Interim  effluent  limits  would  be 
established  to  ensure  that  current  treatment  levels  are  maintained  until  the 
end  of  the  compliance  schedule  period. 

Typically  the  Water  Quality  Act's  nondegradation  policy  apples  to  a new 
facility  or  a facility  that  is  expanding  (e.g.,  adding  on  another  wing).  In 
such  cases,  the  new  or  expanding  facility  must  provide  the  degree  of 
wastewater  treatment  necessary  to  maintain  the  receiving  stream  at  its 
existing  high  quality.  However,  if  the  new  or  expanded  facility  sees  little 
environmental  benefit  from  the  costs  of  maintaining  existing  water  quality, 
then  the  law  authorizes  the  facility  to  approach  the  Board  of  Health  and 
Environmental  Sciences  (BOH)  which  may  allow  a certain  amount  of  degradation 
of  high  quality  waters  if  justified  by  reasons  of  social  or  economic 
development  and  if  present  or  future  beneficial  uses  of  the  receiving  stream 
are  preserved. 

In  the  case  of  Champion  International,  the  case  is  somewhat  unique 
because  it  is  not  a new  facility,  nor  is  it  expanding  by  adding  on  a new  wing 
or  a new  operation.  Champion's  discharge  to  the  river  is  increasing  because 
of  the  gradual  loss  of  pollutant  removal  efficiency  in  its  rapid  infiltration 
basins.  (The  mill  has  tried  to  make  up  for  this  loss  by  increasing  the  overall 
efficiency  of  other  on-site  treatment  components  but  has  not  quite  offset  the 
loss  of  efficiency  of  the  infiltration  basins.)  Therefore,  because  the  chief 
reason  for  Champion's  need  to  have  its  permit  terms  liberalized  is  the  reduced 
efficiency  of  its  rapid  infiltration  basins,  the  DHES  is  placed  in  the 
position  of  determining  whether  an  increase  in  wastewater  discharged  to  the 
river  is  justified  by  the  potential  expense  associated  with  refurbishing  or 
replacing  the  rapid  infiltration  basins  which,  by  law,  is  the  responsibility 
of  the  BOH.  The  extensive  public  comment  focused  the  DHES'  attention  on  the 
issue  of  whether  the  nondegradation  section  of  the  Water  Quality  Act 
(75-5-303)  gives  the  DHES  the  authority  to  allow  any  increase  in  a permittee's 
discharge  when  that  increase  is  due  to  a reduction  in  the  level  of  on-site 
treatment . 

Taking  a conservative  view,  the  DHES  perceives  the  law  as  giving  such  a 
balancing  function  only  to  the  BOH , . the  policy-making  and  quasi- judicial 
branch  of  the  agency.  (See  Section  75-5-303(2).)  It  is  the  BOH's  duty  to 
weigh  the  competing  values  of  pollution  control  costs  vs.  the  benefits  of 
maintaining  high  water  quality.  Since  only  the  BOH  can  authorize  a source  not 
to  maintain  the  level  of  wastewater  control  necessary  to  maintain  existing 
water  quality,  the  DHES  sees  itself  as  legally  prohibited  from  authorizing  any 
increase  in  wastewater  levels  beyond  those  being  discharged  as  of  December  17, 
1982,  the  effective  date  of  the  BOH's  nondegradation  rules.  Consequently,  the 
DHES  now  sees  itself  as  legally  required  to  issue  a permit  requiring  Champion 
to  return  to  its  discharge  levels  of  1982. 

Issuance  of  the  "1982"  permit  does  not  in  any  way  prevent  Champion  from 
using  the  BOH's  rules  to  submit  to  the  BOH  a request  and  justification  for 
discharge  limits  beyond  those  of  1982.  And,  if  such  a request  is  filed,  the 
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BOH's  rules  require  the  DHES  to  submit  to  the  BOH  a recommendation  on  whether 
the  permit  limits  requested  by  Champion  are  acceptable  from  a water  quality 
standpoint.  If  Champion  does  file  a petition  to  the  BOH  and  requests  limits 
that  in  the  DHES'  view  will  not  interfere  with  present  or  anticipated 
beneficial  uses,  the  the  DHES  will  be  in  a position  to  file  a favorable 
recommendation  to  the  Board. 

In  summary,  the  DHES  has  determined  that  its  authority  is  limited  to 
reissuing  a permit  restoring  the  discharge  limits  in  effect  in  1982.  This 
recommendation  will  be  reflected  in  the  specific  conditions  and  limitations  of 
a tentative  permit  developed  in  accordance  with  the  Montana  Pollutant 
Discharge  Elimination  System  (MPDES)  rules.  According  to  those  rules,  the 
DHES  will  make  a tentative  determination  on  a permit  and  shall  circulate  a 
public  notice  to  inform  interested  persons  of  the  proposed  discharge  and  of 
the  tentative  permit.  The  public  will  be  afforded  a 30-day  comment  period  and 
the  opportunity  to  comment  on  the  tentative  permit  at  a public  hearing  held  in 
the  Missoula  area.  Substantive  oral  and  written  comments  will  be  considered 
before  a final  permit  is  issued. 
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MAJOR  CONCLUSIONS 


The  major  conclusions  derived  from  the  DEIS  and  Addendum  include: 
Nutrients : 

Nutrient  concentrations  decrease  downstream  along  the  course  of  the  Clark 
Fork  due  to  dilution  by  the  Blackfoot,  Bitterroot  and  Flathead  rivers. 

However,  discharges  from  the  Missoula  Wastewater  Treatment  Plant  (WWTP)  and 
Champion  mill  add  measurably  to  the  load  of  nutrients  carried  by  the  Clark 
Fork  River.  Most  of  the  nitrogen  and  about  half  of  the  phosphorus  introduced 
to  the  river  by  Champion  reach  Lake  Pend  Oreille.  In  water  year  1985, 

Champion  contributed  about  6 percent  of  the  phosphorus  carried  into  the  lake 
by  the  Clark  Fork  River.  (About  another  6 percent  came  from  the  Missoula 
WWTP.)  The  potential  exists  for  water  guality  degradation  and  accelerated 
eutrophication  of  Lake  Pend  Oreille  resulting  from  activities  in  the  Clark 
Fork  River  drainage.  However,  a perceived  decline  in  lake  water  guality 
cannot  be  directly  or  conclusively  linked  to  the  Champion  discharge  given  the 
present  information  and  the  absence  of  a comprehensive  limnological 
investigation  of  the  lake. 

Suspended  Solids: 

It  appears  unlikely  that  discharges  at  the  maximum  allowable  rate  for 
total  suspended  solids  (TSS)  would  produce  a measurable  impact  on  the  river  or 
aguatic  life. 

Dissolved  Oxygen  (DO): 

It  is  doubtful  that  the  biochemical  oxygen  demand  (BOD)  within  the 
Champion  discharge  results  in  any  significant  changes  in  dissolved  oxygen 
concentrations  downstream  from  the  mill. 

Color: 

Color  is  presently  the  most  important  factor  in  controlling  the  rate  at 
which  Champion  can  discharge  wastewater.  Champion  is  allowed  to  increase  the 
color  in  the  river  by  no  more  than  five  color  units,  the  maximum  allowable  by 
the  Montana  Water  Quality  Standards . 

Toxics : 

Ammonia  and  metals  in  the  Champion  wastewater  discharge  do  not  appear  to 
pose  a toxic  threat  to  the  Clark  Fork.  Results  from  several  biological  tests 
indicate  that  Champion's  wastewater  did  not  have  a toxic  affect  on  aquatic 
life . 

Algae  and  Aquatic  Plants: 

Wastewater  disposal  under  the  provisions  of  the  permit  appear  to  have 
little  effect  on  algae  ana  aquatic  plants. 
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Macroinvertebrates : 


The  species  and  distribution  of  macroinvertebrates  found  by  the 
researchers  indicate  the  river  is  nor  heavily  stressed.  The  DHES  and  Champion 
will  continue  to  sample  the  Clark  Fork  for  macroinvertebrates. 

Aesthetics : 

The  most  noticeable  problem  is  the  appearance  of  foam.  Although  all  of 
the  foam  cannot  be  directly  attributed  to  Champion's  discharge,  the  effluent 
is  likely  a contributing  factor.  Additionally,  a number  of  reported 
aesthetically  unpleasant  materials  thought  to  be  attributable  to  Champion 
proved  to  be  organic  matter  commonly  found  in  nature.  Colored  water  from 
seepage  appears  in  the  mill's  mixing  zone.  Investigations  concerning 
complaints  of  bad  tasting  and  smelling  fish  proved  inconclusive. 

Groundwater : 

Some  degradation  of  the  shallow  aquifer  north  of  the  Frenchtown  Mill 
property  has  occurred.  The  DHES  Montana  Groundwater  Pollution  Control  System 
( MGWPCS ) regulations  contain  groundwater  quality  standards  and  prohibit 
degradation  of  groundwater  quality  off  Champion  property  beyond  that  quality 
which  existed  as  of  October  29,  1982.  Although  it  may  be  difficult  to 
establish  the  exact  extent  of  degradation  as  of  1982,  additional  subsurface 
investigations  can  be  carried  out  to  determine  the  current  extent  of  the 
problem  and  whether  it  is  tending  to  increase.  The  determination  of  whether 
or  not  degradation  is  occurring  in  violation  of  MGWPCS  can  then  be  made. 
Eventually,  an  adjustment  of  groundwater  gradients  may  be  necessary  to 
alleviate  the  problem. 

Airborne  Hydrogen  Sulfide  from  Wastewater  Ponds: 

Several  ponds  in  the  Champion  wastewater  treatment  system  have  been 
identified  as  producing  high  concentrations  of  hydrogen  sulfide.  Violations 
are  subject  to  provisions  of  the  Montana  Clean  Air  Act. 

The  company  has  been  working  with  the  Air  Quality  Bureau,  DHES  to  resolve 
these  problems . 

MPDES  Permitting  Procedures: 

This  section  describes  the  laws  and  regulations  that  are  the  basis  for 
Montana  Pollutant  Discharge  Elimination  System  (MPDES)  permits--more  commonly 
referred  to  as  discharge  permits.  It  also  tells  how  the  DHES  administratively 
processes  permit  applications. 

Nondegradation : 

See  response  to  Comment  16  and  Recommendation. 

Mixing  Zone: 

The  mixing  zone  fluctuates  depending  on  river  flow  and  the  amount  of 
wastewater  discharged,  seeped  and  infiltrated.  Mixing  occurs  between  the  mill 
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and  Huson.  Due  to  its  fluctuating  nature,  the  mixing  zone  is  difficult  to 
determine;  however,  DHES  studies  are  being  planned  to  more  accurately  define 
it. 

Water  Quality  Monitoring: 

This  section  discusses  past,  present  and  future  water  quality  monitoring. 
Concerning  the  future  monitoring,  the  DHES  outlines  six  particular  areas  of 
interest  and  lists  them  in  order  of  importance. 

Fisheries : 

The  text  portion  of  the  Department  of  Fish,  Wildlife  and  Parks  (DFWP) 
fisheries  report,  which  was  included  verbatim  in  Volume  II  of  the  DHES' 

Data  Report  and  issued  in  conjunction  with  the  DEIS,  is  reprinted,  and 
includes  some  comments  by  the  DHES . The  DFWP  report  suggests  Champion 
effluent  affects  intergravel  water  quality  for  more  than  25  miles  downstream. 
It  also  says  it  will  take  a minimum  of  five  years  to  produce  a reliable 
assessment  of  the  impacts.  The  fisheries  section  also  enlarges  upon  a rainbow 
trout  chronic  toxicity  bioassay  done  by  the  Environmental  Protection  Agency 
(EPA)  and  mentioned  in  the  DEIS;  discusses  the  impact  of  hydroelectric 
facilities  on  the  fishery  below  the  confluence  of  the  Flathead  River;  and 
presents  the  results  of  fisheries  studies  done  by  the  National  Council  of  the 
Paper  Industry  for  Air  and  Stream  Improvement  (ncasi). 

Economics : 

Interest  in  assessing  the  economic  benefits  derived  from  the  recreational 
use  of  the  lower  Clark  Fork  River  is  becoming  more  widespread.  Some  work  has 
taken  place,  but  no  definitive  study  has  been  done  to  date.  One  of  the  key 
elements  in  providing  greater  future  potential  for  recreational  use  and 
tourism  in  the  lower  Clark  Fork  Basin  is  to  maintain  or  improve  water  quality 
in  the  river. 

Alternatives : 

DHES  alternatives  apply  to  permit  decisions,  not  treatment  alternatives. 
The  alternatives  include: 

Alternative  1 - Deny  issuing  a permit. 

Alternative  2 - Renew  the  existing  permit  for  five  years  with  existing 
conditions  and  limitations. 

Alternative  3 - Renew  the  permit  for  five  years,  and  require  a study  of 
nutrients  and  foam  sources  within  the  plant,  followed  by  the  development  of  a 
contingency  plan  to  reduce  both  parameters  in  the  discharge,  if  necessary. 

Alternative  4 - Renew  the  permit  for  five  years,  with  tighter  controls  on 
TSS  and  biochemical  oxygen  demand  (BOD)  in  the  discharge. 
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Alternative  5 - The  Clark  Fork  Coalition  Citizens'  Alternative  included 
the  following  major  proposals:  a five-year  permit,  a review  of  certain 
parameters  and  conditions  after  two  years,  a return  to  discharge  conditions 
prior  to  the  1984  permit  plus  additional  permit  conditions,  and  for  Champion 
to  submit  a plan  within  1 1/2  years  to  enhance  waste  treatment  and  management 
(Addendum,  Pp.  40-43). 

Alternative  6 - Issue  a permit  with  conditions  and  limitations  which 
reflect  the  nondegradation  section  of  the  Montana  Water  Quality  Act 
(75_5_303) . The  permit  would  contain  final  effluent  limits  similar  to  those 
in  effect  in  1982,  the  year  the  nondegradation  rules  were  adopted.  The 
following  is  an  assessment  of  this  alternative: 

A)  Summary  of  impacts--There  would  be  no  direct  discharge  except  during 
the  spring  high  flow  period  when  river  flow  exceeds  4000  cfs.  During  the 
remainder  of  the  year  the  Clark  Fork  River  would  receive  treated 
wastewater  through  seepage  only.  The  amount  of  total  suspended  solids 
that  could  be  discharged  would  be  reduced  to  2,000,000  pounds  per  year. 
Nutrient  loading  to  the  river  would  be  reduced  to  levels  approximately 
equivalent  to  pre-1983  levels.  Champion  would  be  required  to  develop  an 
alternate  disposal  system  for  a portion  of  their  treated  effluent. 

B)  Benef its--The  direct  discharge  of  wastewater  to  the  Clark  Fork  River 
would  be  reduced.  Such  reduction  would  reduce  the  potential  for  any 
deleterious  effects  on  aquatic  life  and  reduce  the  potential  for 
eutrophication  of  the  lower  river  and  Lake  Pend  Oreille. 

C)  Costs--Champion  would  be  required  to  develop  an  alternate  method  of 
wastewater  disposal  for  a portion  of  their  treated  effluent.  Physical, 
technological  and  financial  limitations  may  make  development  of  such  an 
alternate  method  of  wastewater  disposal  extremely  difficult  and  costly. 

D)  Discussion — The  water  quality  information  currently  available 
indicates  no  adverse  impact  on  current  or  anticipated  beneficial  use  of 
the  river  even  though  some  change  may  have  occurred  due  to  the  discharge 
of  treated  wastewater.  The  increased  discharge  due  to  a reduction  in  the 
level  of  on-site  treatment  does  however  constitute  a change  which  can 
only  be  authorized  by  the  Board  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences 
(BOH).  Selection  of  this  alternative  would  likely  result  in  an  appeal  of 
the  DHES  imposed  conditions  and  limitations  to  the  BOH. 
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SUBSTANTIVE  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


Both  the  DEIS  and  the  Addendum  prompted  a wide  range  of  response  from 
reviewers.  The  comments  ranged  from  "we  like  the  decision"  or  "we  don't  like 
the  decision”  to  detailed  comments  on  specific  issues.  At  both  the  January 
and  March  public  hearings,  proponents  and  opponents  were  well  represented  and 
given  ample  opportunities  to  testify  and  file  written  remarks.  Additionally, 
the  DHES  received  many  written  comments--both  pro  and  con--in  the  form  of 
letters  and  transcripts. 

Due  to  the  sheer  volume  of  the  responses,  the  DHES  cannot  answer  each 
comment  point-by-point , however  the  substantive  comments  from  various  sources 
tended  to  precipitate  into  frequently  asked  questions.  A pattern  soon 
developed,  resulting  in  the  following  substantive  questions  which  were  asked 
by  a variety  of  persons  and  organizations.  (See  Appendix  A for  the  names  and 
addresses  of  these  persons  and  organizations.)  These  questions  included: 

Comment  1 : 


The  Idaho  Department  of  Fish  and  Game,  Washington  Water  Power  Company  and  the 
U.S.  Army  Corps  of  Engineers  recently  spent  over  $3  million  to  construct  the 
Cabinet  Gorge  hatchery  on  the  Clark  Fork  River  in  Idaho  to  aid  in  the 
restoration  of  the  Lake  Pend  Oreille  fishery.  These  agencies  are  justifiably 
concerned  that  potential  water  quality  degradation  problems  do  not  impact  the 
fishery  of  the  lake. 

Response: 

Two  and  one-half  years  of  monitoring  and  special  studies  conducted  by  the  DHES 
and  other  agencies,  under  guidance  from  the  Champion  Technical  Advisory 
Committee  and  other  experts,  have  failed  to  yield  scientific  evidence  of  a 
linkage  between  the  discharge  and  seepage  of  treated  wastewater  from  the 
Champion  International  paper  mill  near  Missoula  and  alleged  water  quality 
degradation  in  Lake  Pend  Oreille  some  200  miles  downstream.  Nutrient 
contributions  from  the  Champion  mill  may  increase  productivity  of  the  lake  by 
as  much  as  6 percent.  However  calculations  indicate  that  the  lake  is  firmly 
oligotrophic  (nutrient-poor)  and  capable  of  assimilating  considerably  more 
nutrients  without  experiencing  a shift  to  more  tolerant  and  less  desirable 
fish  species. 

The  most  likely  effect  of  current  nutrient  releases  from  the  Champion  mill  is 
a slight  increase  in  production  of  the  fish  and  associated  aquatic  life  that 
now  occupy  the  lake.  (See  also  the  response  to  Comment  No.  16  and 
Recommendation. ) 

Comment  2 : 

The  principal  attraction  of  the  Sandpoint  area  is  Lake  Pend  Oreille.  A large 
area  surrounding  the  lake  derives  revenues  either  directly  or  indirectly  from 
the  water-based  recreation  provided  by  the  Clark  Fork  River  and  Lake  Pend 
Oreille  and  through  the  sale  of  water  front  properties.  It  is  perceived  by 
many  that  Lake  Pend  Oreille  is  the  ultimate  settling  pond  for  the  Frenchtown 
mill  effluent.  That  fact,  together  with  the  constant  publicity  about 
Champion's  wastewater  discharge  into  the  Clark  Fork  River,  is  affecting  the 
value  and  marketability  of  properties  along  the  Clark  Fork  and  Pend  Oreille 
Rivers  and  Lake  Pend  Oreille.  Retail  activity  and  the  tourist  industry  are 
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liable  to  suffer  comparable  setbacks  if  the  Champion  discnarge  isn't 
eliminated  or  improved. 

Response: 

The  perceived  degradation  of  water  quality  in  Lake  Pend  Oreille  and  the  Pend 
Oreille  River  in  Idaho  cannot  be  linked  (by  any  scientific  test  yet  applied) 
to  the  discharge  and  seepage  of  treated  wastewater  from  the  Champion  paper 
mill  near  Missoula.  (See  response  to  Comment  No.  i.)  Nearly  200  miles  of 
river  and  three  run-of— the— river  reservoirs  separate  the  Champion  mill  from 
Lake  Pend  Oreille.  Experience  with  lakes  in  Montana  has  been  that  shoreline 
development,  if  not  properly  controlled,  can  result  in  localized  shoreline 
degradation  of  water  quality,  but  that  wholesale  changes  in  trophic  status 
result  from  multiple  activities  in  the  drainage  basin.  Since  there  have  been 
no  measured  changes  in  Lake  Pend  Oreille's  water  quality  and  trophic  status 
since  the  1950s,  it's  unlikely  that  nutrient  inputs  from  the  watershed, 
including  those  from  the  Clark  Fork  River,  are  having  a significant  effect. 
However,  an  intensive  nutrient  loading  and  limnological  study  is  needed  to 
more  closely  assess  the  susceptibility  of  Lake  Pend  Oreille  to  cultural 
eutrophication  from  nutrients  carried  by  the  Clark  Fork  River  and  those 
originating  elsewhere  in  the  lake’s  watershed.  The  beneficial  uses  of  the 
lower  Clark  Fork  River  in  Montana,  which  are  recognized  in  the  Montana  Surface 
Water  Quality  Standards,  cannot  be  compromised.  (See  response  to  Comment  No. 

16  and  Recommendation.) 

Comment  3 : 

With  the  saturation  of  the  treatment  system  at  the  Champion  Frenchtown  Mill, 
pressure  mounted  for  increased  discharge  of  mill  wastes  directly  into  the 
Clark  Fork  River.  In  1984,  the  DHES  granted  Champion  an  expanded  discharge 
permit  for  two  years.  Many  hoped  that  the  treatment  system  at  the  mill  would 
be  replaced  in  those  two  years,  and  that  by  1986  the  waste  discharge  would  be 
reduced.  However,  two  years  later  Champion  is  requesting  and  the  DHES  is 
recommending  a five-year  renewal  of  the  expanded  discharge  permit.  Champion 
International  has  never  made  any  long-term,  responsible  plans  to  remedy  its 
waste  disposal  problems.  Allowing  them  an  additional  five  years  of  direct 
discharge  discourages  rather  than  encourages  the  corporation  to  explore 
alternative  methods  to  dispose  of  its  effluent. 

Response : 


Champion  has  examined  alternative  waste  treatment  technologies  as  was 
discussed  in  the  Weston  Report  section  of  the  DEIS  addendum.  Champion  has 
investigated  new  rapid  infiltration  sites  and  also  irrigation  as  a disposal 
method  for  some  of  its  effluent.  These  investigations  showed  that  adequate 
land  area  was  not  available  with  enough  land  application  capacity  to  eliminate 
a significant  portion  of  the  direct  discharge.  Therefore,  an  extended  period 
of  direct  discharge  beyond  spring  high-flow  periods  in  the  river  will  probably 
be  costly  to  eliminate. 

Champion  will  still  be  forced  to  modify  its  waste  treatment  of  the 
direct-discharged  water  in  order  to  meet  the  final  conditions  of  the  MPDES 
permit  and  assure  compliance  with  water  quality  standards.  The  permit 
conditions  to  require  compliance  with  the  law  will  be  the  major  determining 
factor  in  the  company's  decision  in  selecting  a method  of  waste  disposal. 
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Comment  4 : 


A major  omission  in  the  DEIS  and  Addendum  was  the  failure  to  discuss 
cumulative  and  long-term  effects.  Do  the  pollutants  that  are  discharged  in 
the  paper  mill  effluent  accumulate  in  the  river  so  that  their  impacts  on  water 
quality  increase  with  time?  Is  granting  a permit  to  discharge  with  the 
conditions  that  are  proposed  possibly  exposing  the  river  to  a kind  of  creeping 
degradation  wherein  no  significant  change  can  be  detected  in  the  short  run, 
but  which  will  in  the  long  run,  produce  serious  adverse  impacts?  What  kinds 
of  changes  in  the  river's  ecosystem  can  be  expected  as  the  result  of  various 
alternative  actions  over  the  next  twenty-five  or  fifty  years? 

Response : 

Most  of  the  materials  discharged  by  Champion  in  its  treated  wastewater  are 
biodegradable  and  of  natural  origin.  The  DHES  is  not  aware  of  any  chemicals 
in  the  wastewater  that  are  persistent  in  the  environment  and  that  would  pose  a 
long-term  threat  to  aquatic  resources.  However  the  DHES  is  intensifying  its 
investigation  into  this  matter.  Long-term  effects  on  the  river's  ecosystem 
are  best  determined  by  long-term  monitoring.  The  mill  has  been  operating  at 
its  present  location  for  30  years,  part  of  that  time  with  iess  wastewater 
treatment  than  what  is  provided  today.  Before  the  mill  was  constructed  and 
each  year  since,  biological  samples  have  oeen  collected  from  the  river 
upstream  and  downstream  of  the  mill  outfall.  These  samples  have  shown  no 
significant  long-term  changes  in  water  quality  or  in  the  integrity  of  the 
river's  biological  community  during  the  first  30  years  of  mill  operation. 

Based  on  these  findings,  which  have  been  confirmed  by  other  studies  conducted 
during  the  past  2-1/2  years,  the  DHES  does  not  anticipate  any  long-term 
changes  in  river  biology  under  the  terms  of  the  proposed  discharge  permit. 
Water  quality  and  biological  monitoring  of  the  river  will  continue  as 
resources  allow.  Final  conditions  of  the  permit  will  insure  that  degradation 
will  not  occur. 

Comment  5 : 

What  is  the  capacity  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  for  assimilating  pollutants  of 
the  kind  that  are  discharged  in  the  paper  mill  effluent?  How  much  additional 
assimilative  capacity  will  remain  after  the  permit  is  granted  or  any  other 
alternative  action  is  taken?  If  the  assimilative  capacity  of  the  river  is  now 
being  approached  so  that  there  is  little  if  any  margin  for  assimilating 
additional  pollutants,  how  is  Missoula  to  handle  additional  growth  with  the 
increasing  demands  on  its  sewage  disposal  system? 

Response : 

The  capacity  of  the  river  to  assimiiate  pollution  varies  with  the  contaminant 
in  question,  the  reach  of  river,  river  flow,  water  temperature  and  other 
factors.  For  example,  the  river's  capacity  to  assimilate  biodegradable 
organic  matter  (without  exceeding  the  instream  standard  for  dissolved  oxygen) 
is  reached  during  periods  of  low  flows  and  high  temperatures  in  the  mixing 
zone  of  the  Champion  mill.  Generally,  the  assimilative  capacity  is  reached 
when  a contaminant  begins  to  interfere  with  one  or  more  of  the  river's 
beneficial  uses,  that  is,  when  a criterion  for  protecting  a use  is  exceeded. 
The  proposed  permit  is  designed  so  that  the  river's  assimilative  capacity 
would  not  be  exceeded  during  critical  times  of  the  year.  Also  final  permit 
conditions  require  a return  to  1982  conditions  in  the  discharge.  If  the  total 
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load  of  a contaminant  discharged  by  two  or  more  permittees  to  the  same  reach 
of  river  exceeds  that  reach's  assimilative  capacity,  then  a lower  total 
allowable  load  would  have  to  be  set  which  the  river  could  assimilate.  The 
total  load  would  be  apportioned  to  the  different  dischargers  in  a process 
called  waste  load  allocation. 

Comment  6: 

If  Champion’s  rapid  infiltration  oasins  continue  to  become  pluggea,  as  seems 
inevitable,  so  that  they  are  less  and  less  effective,  will  the  company  need  to 
increase  the  amount  of  effluent:  to  be  discharged  into  the  river  in  years  to 
come?  Whan  provisions  are  being  made  against  the  likelihood  of  a request  for 
a very  much  larger  discharge  of  effluent  in  the  future? 

Response : 

Champion  has  been  told  that  this  expansion  of  its  permit  to  year-round 
discharge  is  the  maximum  that  can  be  allowed,  even  on  an  interim  basis. 

Champion  has  told  the  DHES  that  the  remaining  capacity  in  its  rapid 
infiltration  system  is  already  down  to  10  percent  or  less  of  its  total 
effluent  treatment,  so  remaining  capacity  is  negligible  and  further  plugging 
will  not  result  in  any  significant  increase  in  direct  discharge.  Final  permit 
limitations  require  a return  to  1982  conditions. 

Comment  7 : 

Complaints  of  Drown  foam,  tea-colored  water,  smelly  water  and  off -flavor  fish 
are  considered  examples  of  degradation  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  Dy  area 
residents.  Ail  of  the  above  insults  to  the  river's  integrity  have  increased 
dramatically  since  Champion  initiated  its  year-round  discharge. 

Response : 

The  1984-1985  water  quality  studies  conducted  by  the  DHES  and  others  included 
investigations  of  aesthetics-related  problems  in  the  Clark  Fork  River  below 
the  Champion  miil.  Of  the  above-mentioned  complaints,  only  river  foam  was 
considered  to  be  a potential  problem  downstream  of  Champion's  mixing  zone. 
Although  probably  related  to  the  Champion  wastewater  discharge,  a connection 
was  not  proven  (see  Data  Report,  Voi.  II,  pp  5-56.).  As  a result,  further 
study  of  the  causes  of  river  foam  was  outlined  in  the  Addendum.  In  addition, 
the  proposed  discharge  permit  calls  for  additional  fish  taste-testing  and 
inplant  study  of  wastewater  foam  sources  and  control  measures.  Documented 
fish  tainting  problems  or  excessive  river  foam  for  which  Champion  can  be  shown 
to  be  responsible  would  be  grounds  for  corrective  action.  See  the  response  to 
Comment  6 also. 

Comment  8: 

The  DEIS  and  Addendum  include  insufficient  information  either  to  determine  if 
the  present  permit  limits  are  adequate  or  to  make  recommendations  for  the 
conditions  in  the  new  permit,  especially  for  nutrients,  TSS,  dissolved  oxygen, 
foam  and  toxics. 

Response : 

The  proposed  permit  limits  and  conditions  are  based  upon  the  best  information 
and  judgment  of  DHES  staff  that  water  quality  standards,  nondegradation 
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policy,  and  the  Water  Quality  Act  will  be  complied  with.  It  has  been 
acknowledged  that  foam  and  toxics  are  questions  without  firm  answers  at  this 
time.  The  proposed  permit  requires  the  permittee  to  do  further  studies  on 
foaming  agents  and  report  to  the  department.  Final  permit  limitations  require 
a return  to  1982  conditions.  Additionally,  stream  monitoring  will  continue. 
Any  further  conclusive  information  that  is  discovered  will  be  addressed  in 
modified  conditions  in  the  MPDES  permit,  as  required. 

Comment  9 : 

The  time  available  for  the  studies  that  have  been  completed  was  very  short. 

Add  the  fact  that  baseline  data  against  which  to  evaluate  the  new  data  are 
completely  lacking,  and  it  becomes  obvious  that  the  results  of  the  studies 
completed  at  this  time  are  not  sufficient  for  a definitive  evaluation  of  the 
impacts  of  any  single  source  of  pollution.  The  studies  cannot  be  used  as  the 
DHES  has  attempted  to  use  them  to  prove  that  the  mill's  effluent  does  not  and 
will  not  degrade  the  river. 

Response : 

In  1984,  during  the  public  review  of  the  Champion  permit  renewal  process, 
there  was  overwhelming  concern  that  Champion  be  given  only  a temporary, 
two-year  permit  while  a water  quality  study  was  done  on  the  river  and  an  EIS 
was  written.  The  two-year  study  term  was  agreed  upon  at  that  time. 

It  is  acknowledged  that  two  years  is  not  enough  time  to  answer  all  questions 
and  observe  all  possible  or  critical  river  conditions.  However,  the  river  has 
been  observed  closely  enough  for  a two-year  period  to  learn  much  concerning 
the  effects  of  the  Champion  discharge.  Short-term  effects,  at  least,  have 
been  shown  to  be  minimal  under  observed  river  conditions.  (See  Comment  No.  4 
regarding  long-term  effects.) 

It  appears  that  continued  mill  discharge  will  not  cause  severe  changes  in  the 
river.  Additional  conditions  will  be  added  to  the  permit  to  adhere  to  a 
"nondegradation"  approach.  Monitoring  will  continue.  If  subtle  undesirable 
effects  are  shown,  permit  conditions  will  be  modified  to  address  them. 

Comment  10 : 

Champion  should  fund  any  and  all  instream  monitoring  associated  with  its 
increased  discharge. 

Response : 

The  Clark  Fork  Drainage  is  impacted  by  a variety  of  point  and  non-point  source 
discharges.  Some  of  the  impacts  are  totally  unrelated  to  the  Missoula  mill 
(heavy  metals),  other  impacts  are  related  to  many  sources  including  the 
Missoula  mill  (nutrients).  The  DHES  does  not  feel  that  Champion  should  be 
required  to  fund  instream  monitoring  that  involves  other  waste  sources. 
Champion  will  be  required  to  conduct  several  studies  intended  to  assess  its 
impact  on  the  river.  Such  studies  include  fish  flavor  analysis,  in-plant 
nutrient  reduction  and  foaming  agent  assessment.  Champion  has  agreed  to  the 
continuation  of  the  annual  invertebrate  instream  surveys  as  performed  by  the 
Institute  of  Paper  Chemistry. 
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In  addition,  Champion  is  required,  by  permit  to  conduct  a variety  of  tests 
monitoring  its  discharge  and  the  Clark.  Fork  River  to  document  the  impact  of 
the  discharge.  Champion  is  also  funding  the  collection  of  streamflow 
measurements  at  the  U.S.  Geologic  Survey  (USGS)  gaging  station  below  Missoula. 

The  Water  Quality  Bureau  intends  to  continue  monitoring  cumulative  impacts  to 
the  river  as  available  resources  allow. 

Comment  11: 

What  portion  of  Champion's  nutrient  loading  to  the  Clark  Fork  River  is 
contributed  by  seepage  from  wastewater  storage  ponds  and  rapid  infiltration 
basins? 

Response : 

In  1984-1985,  approximately  56  percent  of  Champion's  wastewater  was 
infiltrated  and  percolated  into  the  shallow  groundwater  aquifer,  while  about 
44  percent  was  direct  discharged  to  the  river.  This  compared  to  a 1980-1985 
average  of  about  65  percent  infiltrated  and  percolated  and  35  percent  direct 
discharged.  The  decrease  in  the  first  category  reflects  the  decline  in 
efficiency  of  the  rapid  infiltration  basins. 

The  nutrient  concentrations  in  Champion's  direct  discharge  can  be  compared 
with  those  measured  in  samples  of  the  shallow  groundwater  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  wastewater  ponds  and  rapid  infiltration  basins.  However,  because  of 
fluctuating  nutrient  application  rates,  unknown  travel  times  for  groundwater 
seepage  and  large  differences  in  seepage  path  length  depending  upon  the 
location  of  storage  ponds  and  rapid  infiltration  basins,  estimates  of  actual 
nutrient  removal  by  infiltration  and  seepage  are  rough  at  best.  In  1984  to 
early  1986,  total  nitrogen  and  total  phosphorus  in  rhe  direct  discharge 
averaged  11.83  mg/1  and  2.82  mg/i,  respectively,  while  concentrations  in  the 
shallow  groundwater  averaged  3.47  mg/1  and  0.78  mg/1,  respectively  (Champion 
self-monitoring  data).  Thus,  it  appears  that  about  71  percent  of  the  total 
nitrogen  and  72  percent  of  the  total  phosphorus  in  the  treated  wastewater  was 
removed  through  infiltration  and  percolation. 

Combining  this  information  (and  assuming  that  all  of  the  wastewater 
infiltrated  and  percolated  into  the  ground  eventually  reaches  the  river),  the 
DHES  can  then  estimate  that  about  73  percent  of  the  nitrogen  and  74  percent  of 
the  phosphorus  loading  to  the  river  from  the  mill  in  1984  to  early  1986  was  a 
result  of  direct  discharge.  The  remaining  27  percent  of  the  nitrogen  and  26 
percent  of  the  phosphorus  load  reached  the  river  via  seepage. 

By  comparing  average  values  for  the  period  1980  to  1985,  the  DHES  estimates 
that  about  65  percent  of  the  nitrogen  and  66  percent  of  the  phosphorus  loading 
to  the  river  was  by  direct  discharge  while  the  remaining  35  and  34  percent  of 
the  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  loading,  respectively,  was  contributed  by  seepage. 

Note:  There  are  large  variations  between  estimated  removal  rates  in  Response 

32  and  Response  11,  which  are  based  upon  different  years  of  data  and  which  are 
influenced  by  the  factors  discussed  above. 

Comment  12 : 

What  portion  of  Champion's  nutrient  loading  to  the  Clark  Fork  River  is 
biologically  available  (or  bioavailable ) ? 
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Response : 


It  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  all  of  the  nitrogen  and  phosphorus  contributed 
by  the  Champion  mill  to  the  Clark  Fork  River/Lake  Pend  Oreille  system  will  be 
recycled  many  times  and  will  eventually  become  available  in  one  form  or 
another  for  biological  uptake.  Thus,  in  the  worst  case  scenario  it  is 
conceivable  that  all  of  Champion's  nutrient  load  will  be  bioavailable  over 
time . 

In  the  short  term,  only  the  soluble  inorganic  forms  of  nitrogen  and 
p’nosphorus--nitrate , nitrite  and  ammonia  nitrogen  and  orthophosphate 
phospnorus--are  readily  available  for  uptake  by  aquatic  plants.  According,  to 
Table  6,  p.  69  in  Volume  I of  the  Data  Report,  on  the  average  about  50  percent 
of  the  phosphorus  and  28  percent  of  the  nitrogen  concentrations  (and  hence 
loads)  in  the  Champion  wastewater  consist  of  these  immediately  usable  forms. 

Comment  13 : 

The  DHES  did  not  respond  to  the  Technical  Advisory  Committee's  request  for 
information  on  the  TSS  and  BOD  concentrations  in  the  pulp  mill's  discharge 
during  the  summer  and  fall. 

Response : 

The  information  is  available  in  the  Data  Report,  Volume  I in  the  form  of  both 
DHES  Water  Quality  Study  Data  (pp.  25-38,  pp.  60-66)  and  Champion 
self -monitoring  records  (pp.  458). 

Comment  14 : 


The  TAG  feels  that  the  mixing  zone  work  planned  by  the  DHES  is  a mandatory 
task  that  should  not  be  dropped  if  resources  are  limited. 

Response : 

There  is  a concern  that  the  DHES  might  not  be  able  to  accomplish  the  instream 
work  necessary  to  define  the  mixing  zone  because  of  limited  funding  resources. 
Accordingly,  a condition  included  in  the  tentative  Champion  permit  will 
require  the  company  to  perform  instream  studies  as  necessary  to  define  the 
extent  of  the  mixing  zone  in  the  river  at  high  and  low  river  flows. 

Comment  15: 

The  DHES  did  not  respond  to  the  TAC's  request  for  an  evaluation  of  the 
consequences  of  higher  discharge  if  the  effluent  color  were  reduced. 

Response : 

One  point  to  keep  in  mind  is  that  there  are  enough  other  conditions  now 
attached  to  the  permit  which  should  adequately  protect  water  quality  with  or 
without  a color  limitation. 

Further,  it  is  difficult  to  evaluate  the  consequences  of  higher  discharge  if 
Champion  suddenly  and  drastically  reduced  the  color  of  its  effluent.  If  the 
color  of  the  effluent  were  dramatically  reduced,  other  parameters  such  as  BOD, 
TSS  and  nutrients  would  most  likely  be  reduced  as  well. 
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Comment  16 : 


The  permit  is  adequate  to  protect  water  quality.  It  should  be  granted  as  is. 
Response: 

When  the  DEIS  and  Addendum  were  written,  the  department  was  attempting  to 
properly  and  fully  implement  all  applicable  State  laws  and  regulations.  The 
department's  inquiry  focused  on  whether  the  proposed  changes  in  Champion's 
wastewater  discharge  would  result  in  degradation  of  the  Clark  Fork  River  as 
defined  in  the  Board  of  Health  and  Environmental  Sciences'  (BOH) 
nondegradation  rules  (16.20.701  et . seq.  ARM)  adopted  in  1982.  The  DHES 
conclusion  was  that  the  proposed  increase  in  the  mill's  discharge  would  not 
constitute  degradation  under  the  Board's  rules.  Although  the  DHES  has  not 
retreated  from  this  conclusion,  comments  focused  on  interpretation  of  the 
non-degradation  section  of  the  law  itself  rather  than  the  rules  and  the  DHES 
has  concluded  that  it  does  not  have  the  authority  to  issue  tne  permit  as 
originally  proposed  (see  Recommendation  Section). 

Comment  17: 

Hotice  of  the  hearing  was  not  given  sufficiently  in  advance  of  the  hearing. 
Response  : 

Notice  was  given  30  days  in  advance  of  the  hearing  to  over  300  individuals  who 
had  expressed  interest  and  to  numerous  newspapers  including  the  following:  the 
Missoulian  in  Missoula,  the  Mineral  Independent  in  Superior,  the  Sandpoint 
Daily  Bee  in  Sandpoint,  Idaho,  and  the  The  Spokesman-Review  and  Spoxane 
Chronic le  in  Spokane. 

Comment  18: 

DHES  snould  issue  a permit  which  will  decrease  the  nutrients  discharged  to  the 
Clark  Fork  River. 

Response : 

At  this  time  there  is  no  scientific  evidence  to  show  that  a reduction  in 
nutrient  levels  in  tiie  river  is  necessary.  The  recommendation  to  establish 
non-degradation  limits  will,  however,  result  in  a reduction  of  nutrients 
discharged  to  the  river. 

Comment  19: 

Tnere  should  be  a coordinated  resource  management  strategy  for  the  entire 
river. 

Response : 

The  DHES  agrees.  Attempts  are  oeing  made  by  the  Governor's  Clark  Fork  River 
Basin  Project  to  develop  and  institute  such  a coordinated  strategy. 

Comment  20  : 

Degradation  of  the  river  should  be  prevented. 
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Response: 

We  agree.  See  response  to  Comment  16  and  Recommendation. 

Comment  21: 

Discharges  to  the  river  snould  be  pronibited  when  the  river  temperatures  are 
65°  F or  greater. 

Response: 

Tne  DH£S  does  not  feel  such  a restriction  is  necessary  to  protect  the  stream 
biota  primarily  because  such  temperatures  do  not  normally  occur  unless  tbe 
stream  flow  is  so  low  tnat  tne  color  limitation  prevents  discharges. 

Comment  22: 

Champion  should  oe  required  to  replace  the  rapid  infiltration  system  with  an 
equivalent  system. 

Res  ponse: 

DH£S'  authority  is  limited  to  protecting  water  quality  by  controlling 
discharges,  not  by  specifying  method  of  treatment.  The  scientific  evidence 
that  DHES  has  indicates  tnat  the  discharge  limitations  proposed  in  the  permit 
would  protect  water  quality.  However,  see  response  to  Comment  16  and 
Recommendation  for  discussion  of  nondegradation. 

Comment  23: 

The  proposed  permit  will  result  in  a significant  increase  in  the  amount  of 
pollutants  discharged  to  the  river. 

Response: 

The  proposed  permit  interim  limits  could  result  in  an  increase  in  the  annual 
amount  of  total  suspended  solids  discharged  over  1982  levels.  However,  tne 
annual  contribution  from  the  plant  would  still  be  less  than  one  percent  (1%) 
of  the  annual  load  present  in  the  stream  at  the  point  of  discharge.  The 
available  evidence  indicates  the  increase  would  have  no  affect  on  water 
quality.  Also,  final  effluent  limits  will  return  TSS  to  1982  levels.  The 
proposed  interim  conditions  could  result  in  discharges  during  different  times 
of  the  year,  but  again  the  available  evidence  indicates  that  these  discnarges 
would  nave  no  affect  on  water  quality.  Final  conditions  will  return  the 
discharge  to  springtime  only.  The  proposed  discharge  could  result  in  an 
increase  in  the  amount  of  nutrients  discharged  to  the  river.  For  discussion 
of  tnis  issue,  see  response  to  Comment  18.  For  discussion  of  nondegradation, 
see  response  to  Comment  16  and  Recommendation. 

Comment  24: 

Tne  nondegradation  rules  are  not  consistent  with  the  law. 

Response : 

See  response  to  Comments  lb  and  25  as  well  as  tne  Recommendation. 
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Comment  25; 


The  DriES  is  apparently  requiring  that  a measurable  cnange  occur  instream 
before  tne  DriES  applies  the  concept  of  nondegradation.  This  is  contrary  to 
the  intent  of  the  nondegradation  law. 

Response: 

The  DriES  agrees  that  the  purpose  of  the  nondegradation  law  and  rules  is  to 
prevent  measurable  water  quality  changes  from  occurring.  TheDEIS  and  Addendum 
did  not  discuss  the  reasoning  on  this  issue  although  the  DriES  felt  it  was 
complying  with  the  letter  and  intent  of  the  nondegradation  rules.  Because  of 
public  input  tne  DriES  has  reassessed  its  legal  interpretation  of  the 
nondegradation  section  of  the  Water  Quality  Act  (see  response  to  Comment  lb 
and  Recommendation) . 

Comment  26:  Tne  pulp  mill  should  prove  its  discharge  will  not  harm  the  river. 

Response: 

First,  the  DriES,  not  the  permittee,  is  charged  with  determining  wnether 
proposed  discharges  are  consistent  witn  requirements  of  the  Water  Quality 
Act.  Second,  both  federal  and  state  discharge  permit  programs  allow  for 
modification  of  permits  in  the  face  of  subsequent  information  showing  a 
discharge  is  harming  a river. 

Comment  27 : 

There  should  be  public  review  of  the  effects  of  the  discharge  on  the  river  in 
two  years. 

Response: 

Tne  effects  of  discharges  are  evaluated  by  the  DriES  through  permittee 
se 1 f — moni tor ing  and  department  compliance  monitoring  and  instream  surveys.  If 
the  instream  surveys,  seif-monitoring  or  the  compliance  monitoring  show  tnat 
there  is  an  impact  instream,  a permit  may  be  modified  at  any  time  after  the 
required  public  notice  and  review. 

Comment  28: 

At  the  time  of  the  facility's  expansion  in  1974,  a condition  of  no  increase  in 
the  discharge  of  pollutants  was  imposed;  why  isn't  that  prohibition  being 
enforced? 

Response; 

This  condition  was  not  a legal  requirement  but  rattier  a commitment  by  the 
company  which  owned  the  mill  at  that  time.  The  present  owner,  Stone  Container 
Corporation,  is  of  the  opinion  that  it  is  substantially  complying  with  tnis 
condition  on  an  annual  basis  by  improving  other  facets  of  their  treatment 
process  as  the  rapid  infiltration  basins  become  less  effective.  Final  permit 
limitations  do  require  no  increases  beyond  1982  levels. 

Comment  29: 

The  river  will  taKe  decades  to  recover. 
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Response ; 


Tnere  is  no  scientific  evidence  to  suggest  that  the  mill's  discharge  is 
adversely  affecting  the  quality  or  use  of  the  river.  Thus,  recovery  of  the 
river  is  not  an  issue.  In  addition,  while  streams  could  take  decades  or 
longer  to  recover  from  inputs  of  persistent  pesticides  or  heavy  metals,  rivers 
generally  recover  in  a few  years  after  the  cessation  of  organic  discharges 
from  point  sources.  The  pulp  mill  discharge  is  not  a significant  source  of 
pesticides  or  metals. 

Comment  30: 


Tnere  are  visible  effects  downstream  of  the  discharge  now. 

Response : 

At  this  time  tnere  is  no  scientific  evidence  to  link  the  reported  effects  to 
the  pulp  mill  discharge.  The  DHES  is  continuing  its  monitoring  efforts  in  an 
attempt  to  determine  if  tne  reported  effects  downstream  are  caused  by  the  pulp 
mill  discharge. 

Comment  31: 

Champion  should  pay  for  pnosphorus  removal  elsewhere  to  compensate  for  the 
degradation  which  has  occurred  as  a result  of  its  discharge. 

Response: 

Tne  DHES  recommends  that  nutrient  levels  be  reduced  to  levels  approximately 
equivalent  to  1982  discharges.  If  nutrient  discharges  are  identified  as  a 
source  of  pollution,  the  DHES  will  require  further  reduction  at  the  source. 

Comment  32 : 

Because  the  rapid  infiltration  basins  reduce  phosphorus  concentration  by  about 
80  percent  they  or  an  equivalent  system  should  be  retained. 

Response  • 

Tne  DHES  estimates  tnat  the  current  phosphorus  removal  efficiency  in  tne  rapid 
infiltration  system  is  about  20  percent.  vie  expect  tbe  amount  of  phosphorus 
removal  may  decrease  with  time  as  the  soil  adsorption  sites  are  filled. 

If  and  when  evidence  is  developed  indicating  that  deleterious  levels  are  being 
approacned  in  tne  river  or  Lake  Pend  Oreille,  tnen  all  sources  of  pnospnorus 
will  be  reduced.  Also  see  response  34. 

Comment  33: 


Algae  growth  increases  proportionately  with  phosphorus  concentration 
increases . 

Response: 

Many  factors  determine  the  amount  of  algae  on  a river  bed,  including 
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nutrients,  temperature,  light,  current  velocity  and  substrate.  While  this 
comment  may  be  true  generally,  the  available  scientific  data  indicate  that 
currently  tne  amount  of  algae  present  is  the  same  above  and  below  Stone's 
discharge  even  though  the  facility  does  discharge  phosphorus  to  the  stream. 
Whether  this  is  due  to  lack,  of  precision  in  the  measurements  or  to  other 
factors  should  be  revealed  as  monitoring  continues  in  the  vicinity  of  tne  pulp 
mill. 

Comment  34*» 

The  pnosphorus  concentrations  below  the  facility  are  above  the  problem 
threshold  for  algae  growth  36  percent  of  the  time. 

Response  : 

There  are  several  methods  of  estimating  problem  thresholds  and  all  of  them  are 
relatively  imprecise.  Two  methods  were  used  in  the  DEXSand  Addendum.  One 
method  indicated  exceedance  of  the  problem  threshold  36  percent  of  the  time. 
Tne  other  indicated  no  exceedance  of  problem  threshold  levels.  In  addition, 
actual  measurements  of  phytoplankton  standing  crop  in  downstream  reservoirs 
indicated  that  algal  abundance  is  well  below  problem  levels,  Measurements  of 
standing  crop  of  attached  algae  (periphyton)  will  be  made  this  summer  and  fall 
and  compared  with  guidelines  to  protect  aesthetics  and  aquatic  life. 

Comment  33 : 

The  proposed  discharge  will  lower  the  dissolved  oxygen  concentration  in  the 
river. 

Response  : 

Tne  Department  has  been  unable  to  measure  any  decline  in  the  dissolved  oxygen 
concentration  caused  by  the  present  discharge.  Moreover,  on  a theoretical 
basis,  the  Department  is  of  the  opinion  that  the  proposed  discharge  will  not 
have  a measurable  effect  on  instream  dissolved  oxygen.  The  application  of 
nondegradation  to  dissolved  oxygen  is  covered  in  the  response  to  Comment  16, 

25  and  Recommendation. 


Comment  36- 

The  studies  done  on  the  river  are  not  and  cannot  be  conclusive  so  application 
of  nondegradation  is  very  important. 


ties  pons e : 

Tne  DUES  agrees.  The  nondegradation  rules  that  were  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Health  and  Environmental  Sciences  have  been  applied  to  Stone's  proposed 
increase  and  there  is  no  basis  to  anticipate  a worsening  of  water  quality  in 
the  Clark  Forte  below  the  pulp  mill.  As  noted  above,  if  adverse  impacts  are 
anticipated  or  observed,  the  facility's  permit  will  be  made  more  stringent. 
However,  see  response  to  Comment  16  for  our  present  position. 
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Comment  3 / : 


The  impacts  of  increased  phosphorus  loads  on  Lake  Pend  Oreiile  should  be 
predicted. 

Response : 

Normally  all  of  the  constituents  needed  for  the  growth  of  algae  in  lakes 
are  present  in  surplus  amounts  except  for  nitrogen  or  phosphorus.  In  Lake 
Pend  Oreille  phosphorus  is  apparently  much  less  abundant  compared  to  what 
is  needed  by  algae  than  is  nitrogen,  thus  the  amount  of  phosphorus  is  at 
least  potentially  limiting  the  growth  of  algae  in  the  lake. 

Lake  shore  residents  feel  there  is  more  algae  in  the  lake  now  than  there 
was  in  the  past.  They  also  feel  this  increase  is  due  to  an  increase  in 
the  amount  of  nutrients  discharged  to  the  river  upstream  from  the  lake. 
Limited  studies  by  various  Idaho  agencies  do  not  substantiate  that  an 
increase  in  planktonic  or  floating  algae  has  occurred.  This  may  be  due  to 
the  limited  nature  of  the  studies  or  there  may  actually  have  been  no 
increase  in  planktonic  algae.  It  is  possible  that  there  has  been  an 
increase  in  the  abundance  of  attached  algae  along  the  shoreline.  There 
apparently  have  been  no  studies  concerning  the  amount  of  attached  algae 
present  in  the  lake.  Growth  of  attached  algae  is  generally  related  to 
local  inputs  of  nutrients  from  sources  such  as  septic  tanks. 

Prediction  of  the  planktonic  algae  growth  in  a lake  resulting  from 
increased  phosphorus  inputs  is  based  on  the  relationship  between 
planktonic  algae  growth  and  phosphorus  loads  that  have  been  measured  in 
many  lakes  throughout  the  world.  This  relationship  is  usually  expressed 
in  terms  of  annual  "areal"  phosphorus  loading,  which  incorporates  lake 
area,  average  depth  phosphorus  input  and  resulting  chlorophyll  a 
concentration  or  secchi  depth.  Chlorophyll  a is  the  primary  substance 
responsible  for  the  "greenness"  of  algae,  thus  it  is  a measure  of  the 
algae  present.  Secchi  depth  is  the  depth  at  which  a black  and  white  disk 
can  be  seen  from  the  surface  and  is  also  a measure  of  the  amount  of  algae 
present . 

The  solid  lines  in  Figure  1 are  the  expected  relationships.  The  points 
labeled  PO  show  where  lake  Pend  Oreille  fits  according  to  this 
relationship.  Apparently  the  relationship  between  phosphorus  and  algae 
growth  in  Lake  Pend  Oreille  is  the  same  as  in  most  other  lakes.  Thus,  it 
is  theoretically  possible  to  predict  the  effect  on  algae  growth  that  will 
result  from  an  increase  in  phosphorus  loads.  However,  as  can  be  seen  from 
Figure  1 the  mean  inlake  chlorophyll  a value  reported  does  not  agree  with 
the  reported  secchi  depth.  Furthermore,  the  reported  inlake  phosphorus 
concentration  of  5.9  micrograms  per  liter  (ug/'l)  does  not  agree  with  the 
predicted  inlake  phosphorus  concentration  of  3.2  ug/'l.  Assuming  the 
secchi  depth  is  correct  (it  is  the  simplest  measurement),  then  the  intake 
chlorophyll  concentration  of  0.32  ug/1  is  lower  than  it  should  be 
(0.8ug/l)  based  on  the  calculated  intake  phosphorus  concentration  and  the 
calculated  inlake  phosphorus  concentration  is  lower  than  the  measured 
inlake  concentration  of  5.9  ug/1.  Because  these  differences  are 
considerably  greater  than  the  possible  phosphorus  increase  of  6 percent 
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Normalized  Annual  Areal  Phosphorus  Loading 
(mg  P/m^) 

Figure  1.  Phosphorus  load  - eutrophication  - related  water 

quality  response  relationship  for  U.S.  waterbodies. 
(After  Jones,  R.A.  and  Lee,  G.F.,  "Recent  Advances 
in  Assessing  Impact  of  Phosphorus  Loads  on 
Eutrophication  - Related  Water  Quality",  Water 
Res.  Vol.  16,  pp.  503-515,  1982.) 
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(Reference  Major  Conclusions:  nutrients),  it  is  not  worthwhile  to  predict 
the  increase  in  algae  abundance  that  might  result  from  the  6 percent 
phosphorus  increase. 

Although,  the  present  algal  density  is  very  low,  and  it  is  unlikely  that  a 
6 percent  increase  would  affect  any  beneficial  use,  the  inlake  phosphorus 
and  chlorophyll  concentrations  and  the  phosphorus  loads  coming  into  the 
lake  should  be  more  carefully  determined. 
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